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L Introduction

MCI Telecommunications Corporation, pursuant to the Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking (Notice) in the above-captioned docket, hereby submits its Reply
Comments. In the Notice, the Commission solicited comment on the specific public
disclosure requirements necessary to implement Section 272(e)(1) of the

Communications Act (Act). Twelve parties filed comments.

Il The Commission Should Broaden the Scope of the Reports

In Appendix C of the Non-Accounting Safeguards Order, the Commission

proposed a report format that would require the BOCs to report only installation and
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maintenance intervals for exchange access services.! While the Bell Operating Company
(BOC) commenters generally concur with the Commission’s proposal to limit the
reporting requirements in this fashion, other parties agree that the implementation of
Section 272 requires that the report format include additional performance indicators.

Non-BOC commenters agree that the BOCs should be required to report
installation and maintenance intervals for local exchange services, not only for exchange
access services. As noted by AT&T, the plain language of Section 272(¢e)(1) requires the
BOCs to provide both exchange and exchange access services on a nondiscriminatory
basis.? Interested parties must be able to detect if the BOC is providing exchange
services to its affiliate, for use in bundled packages of local and long distance service, in
less time than it provides such services to unaffiliated carriers.> Accordingly, the
Commission should modify its report format to incorporate maintenance and installation
intervals for local services. If the Commission does not adopt AT&T’s proposed format,
it should, at a minimum, require the BOCs to report installation and maintenance

intervals for resold services, as suggested by MCI and Sprint.*

'In the Matter of Implementation of the Non-Accounting Safeguards of Sections 271
and 272 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, First Report and Order and
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No. 96-149, released December 24,
1996, Appendix C (Non-Accounting Safeguards Order).

2AT&T Comments at 11.
3Teleport Comments at 10.

Sprint Comments at 2-4.
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In addition, non-BOC commenters agree that the Commission should require the
BOC:s to report service quality measures for exchange and exchange access services. The
nondiscrimination requirements of Section 272(c) and (e) clearly prohibit the BOCs from
discriminating in the quality of access services they provide. Moreover, even if the
Commission limits the scope of the report to the enforcement of Section 272(e)(1), a
service provided to a competitor that is of lesser quality is per se not timely, since in that
situation the competitor is not yet receiving service comparable to that provided to the
BOC’s affiliate.’ For this reason, the Commission should require the BOCs to report the
service quality parameters included in AT&T and MCI’s model reports, such as failure

frequency, frequency of new circuit failures, and repeat failure frequency.

III. The Commission Should Reject BOC Proposals to Reduce the Utility of
Report Data

Several BOCs request that the Commission narrow the scope of exchange access
performance parameters included in the Section 272 reports. In particular, Bell
Atlantic/NYNEX argues that the Commission should not require the reporting of
“interim” measures such as “time to firm order confirmation,” and should only require the
reporting of the “end result.”® However, as noted by AT&T, certain intermediate

checkpoints “are important to carrier and end user planning and preparation for service,

SAT&T Comments at 9.
‘Bell Atlantic/NYNEX Comments at 7-8.
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and therefore are of competitive significance.”” Internal IXC procedures are, for
example, linked to the receipt of a promised due date from the LEC.

The Commission should also reject assertions by some BOC commenters that the
particular reporting categories are unduly burdensome or cannot be measured with
existing systems.® These claims are refuted by the fact that other BOCs appear to have no
comparable concerns with providing the data in question. SBC, for example, generally
supports the Commission’s report format and states that it is able to provide the
information in the format proposed by the Commission.’

Several BOCs express concern about the Commission’s proposed “successful
completion according to desired due date” metric.!® They argue that it would permit
unaffiliated IXCs to skew the reports by requesting unrealistic due dates. They assert
further that the only relevant measure is whether the BOC has met the promised due date.
However, this ignores the fact that LECs respond occasionally to priority requests by
providing services in less than the standard interval. It would be discriminatory for a
BOC to respond to priority requests from its affiliate while failing to respond to priority

requests from unaffiliated carriers. For this reason, the Commission should retain the

AT&T Comments at 4, n.8.

8See, e.g., BellSouth Comments at 4 (unable to measure PIC change requests
implemented in 6 hour intervals).

°SBC Comments at 10.

19Bel1South Comments at 3.
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“desired due date” metric. Distortions resulting from unaffiliated carriers’ requests for
very short intervals can be detected by examining related metrics included in MCI’s
proposed report format, such as “average installation interval.”

U S West is alone in arguing that the BOCs should be permitted to report data
aggregated across its region. Non-BOC commenters demonstrate in their comments that
aggregation across a region can obscure significant state-by-state variation." In addition,
as Ameritech and Pacific Telesis observe, ONA and ARMIS data is currently collected on
a state-by-state basis. MCI also agrees with Ameritech that “[m]aintaining data for each

state seems to be an appropriate level of disaggregation, since this matches the level at

which interLATA authorization is granted.”"?

IV.  Reports Should Be Posted on the Internet

In the Notice, the Commission tentatively concluded that the BOCs should only
be required to make their Section 272 reports available to the public in one of their
business offices. However, all commenters, including the BOCs, agree that the
Commission should broaden access to the Section 272 reports by requiring the BOCs to

post the reports on the Internet. Electronic dissemination of the reports will significantly

See, e.g., Sprint Comments at 5

12 Ameritech Comments at 15.
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improve access to the information by the Commission, the public, and the BOC affiliates’

competitors.

V. Conclusion

MCIT requests that the Commission promulgate regulations implementing Section

272(c) and (e) of the Communications Act that are consistent with the above and with its

initial Comments.

Respectfully submitted,
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

Alan Buzacott
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., NW

Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 887-3204

March 21, 1997
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